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REMARKS 

Claims 1-3 were pending in the application. Claims 4-16 have been cancelled without 
prejudice or disclaimer. Claim 1 has been amended in accordance with the Examiner's 
comments in the Advisory Action and the discussions during a telephone interview conducted 
with the Examiner on June 24, 2003. New claims 17-52 have been added. 

As a preliminary matter, Applicant is grateful to Examiner Eng for the courtesy and 
cooperation extended to Applicant and his representative during the telephone interview. The 
features of the invention that distinguish the present invention over the prior art, as noted 
subsequently, were discussed and the basis for clarifying those features in claim 1 were 
discussed. Applicant is grateful for the Examiner's indication that, with the amendments as 
presented herein, the art applied against the claims would be overcome. Applicant also 
appreciates that the Examiner must update his search before reaching any conclusion as to 
patentability. Applicant believes that for the reasons given herein, the claimed invention, based 
on the combination of features presently recited in the claims, clearly is patentable. 

Double Patenting 

Claims 1-3 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1 of U.S. Patent 5,751,338 (Ludwigl)ia view of U.S. 
Patent 5,382,972 (Kannes). This rejection is traversed. 

Claims 1-3 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1 of U.S. Patent 6,081,291 (Ludwig U), ™ view of 
U.S. Patent 5,382,972 (Karmes). This rejection is traversed. 

Applicant notes the Examiner's intention to withdraw the rejections upon filing a proper 

Terminal Disclaimer. 

Omm Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 112 

Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 1 12, second paragraph as being indefinite. The 
Examiner argues that in claim 1 , the term "and/or" is vague and indefinite. The Examiner rejects 
claims 2-3 because of their dependency on claim 1 . This rejection is traversed. 

The Examiner has suggested language to overcome the rejection and Applicant has 
amended the claim to incorporate that language. 
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Claim Rejections - 3S V.SX. § 102 

Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 102(e) as being anticipated by Friedell et al 
(5,491,508). This rejection is traversed. 

The present invention is not anticipated by Friedell et al for at least the reasons given in 
the previous amendment. The Examiner has responded to the Applicant's argument, primarily 
by asserting that the Applicant's argument is not supported by express language in the claims. 
Applicant disagrees, but, in order to provide a clear focus on the invention and to refute the 
Examiner's position, Applicant will first summarize the key features of the invention. Then, the 
Applicant will identify clarifying claim amendments that explicitly state the capabilities of the 
claimed invention. 

ti.» CLimsd Combination With Public N *iwork Connectivity is Not in Freidell et al 

• The present invention is expressly directed to a system that extends beyond a local 
area network and includes (1) an aggregating '^multimedia central office" that links 
(2) the aggregate community (first premises network) with (3) another workstation 
not in that network. This claimed combination is not found in Friedell et al. 
Moreover, the claimed arrangement permits connectivity via another network, such as 
a public digital network. 
The Examiner did not accept this distinction because a public digital or wide area 
network is not in the claim. Further, the Examiner asserts that each HUB 14 in Friedell et al 
defines a network and further asserts that each HUB 14 is a multimedia central office. 

Applicant submits that this is plainly wrong. First, Applicant distinguishes between 
HUBs and multimedia central offices, as is dear in Fig. 2 of the present application. These are 
different and separately defined structures, as would be understood by one skilled in the art. 
Figure 3 of the present application identifies an exemplary multimedia central office, which 
clearly is more than a simple HUB, as in Friedell et al. Thus, the Examiner's assertion that a 
HUB defines a network is not supported by conventional definitions or by Applicant's 
disclosure. Second, in Friedell et al y there is no "multimedia central office" in communication 
with a network. As is clear from Fig. 1 of Friedell et al, HUBs connect to HUBs. Each HUB 14 
connects to other HUBs 14. No HUB 14 connects to a workstation not in its "network" as 
defined by the Examiner. Third, the Examiner is challenged to show where there is a multimedia 
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central office (as in claim 1) that connects to "a first network" and "at least another workstation 
^t^ociatedwith the network". The plain reach of the claimed system is a direct connection to 
a work station beyond the single local area network, or even such networks linked directly to a 
public digital network. Nothing like this is seen in Priedell et al. 

Applicant has amended claim 1 to state that the multimedia central office is "adapted to 
communicate with" a public digital network, such as a local or wide area network. This 
describes a capability that is emphasized throughout the specification (see at least pages 6-12) 
and is not possible with the system of Friedell et al. 

There is No Capability To Trani er rive Digital Data Signals 

• Claim 1 expressly states that the central office is operative to transcei v e audio/video 
and digital data signals (which includes digital switching information) as part of the 
multimedia exchange. In the expressly claimed environment of a mosaic, this means 
that the delivery and assembly of images along with accompanying audio are 
accomplished by transmitting the digital switching information al ong with the 
multimedia content. Friedell et al does not teach such transceiving. 
The Examiner does not accept this distinction and points to the use of digital data signals 
in a CPU, as taught at col. 6, lines 41-59 of Friedell et aL First, this is not digital switching 
information, originated at or destined for a workstation, that is transceived at the multimedia 
central office. The Examiner also states that the claim fails to define how to transceive audio, 
video, and digital data signals." The Examiner is respectfully requested to consider the 
remainder of the claim, which states that the transceiving is of signals "originating at or destined 
for at least one user workstation, to and from the premises network." The phrase clearly defines 
the activity of the multimedia central office with respect to such signals, particularly the data 
signals. 

The Friedell et al reference cannot perform such transceiving outside its network, 
particularly with respect to data signals. Friedell etalis clearly limited to a focal area network 
arrangement as evident from Fig. 1, where all of the data relating to the operation of this system 
is carried by a separate LAN 12 that directly connects all of the workstations 10. Clearly, such 
system does not transceive data, particularly switching data, through any HUB 14. FriedelVs 
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^ „, * co-fined «o a local pre^ as ft. LAN U in JtfcM is ^ • «— 

,11 stations 10. -< T r~* tlw W;B8 H " .„ .. ., . A . 

k orfer » clarify this fe«ure, cWn 1 ^d be amended to state M ft. *pd 
comprises "a. least etching infonnauon." No data of .Ms sort is «a»gh. in "**"«'«' " 

data line 12. 

ThP Claimed Ts N "< Tn „ _ , 

Claim 1 expressly defines an arrangement with a "multimedia central office a first 
premises network" and a separate "user workstation not associated with the first premises 
network.," None of these are found in Friedell et al. 

The term "central office" has a meaning in the telecommunications arts that connotes 
switched connectivity outside of a particular network environment. The central office m 
telephone systems typically connect to other systems via networks, which may be wide area or 
public As disclosed and used in the claims, the multimedia central office handles audio, video 
ano data, and connects between one network of work stations and at least one other workstauon 
not in that network . 

Friedell teaches single network within which all workstations are connected via 
LAN 12, rather than a network connected to a multimedia central office which is further 
connected to workstation. The claim language is clear and the Examiner is improperly 

distorting the interpretation of terms, far beyond simply broadly interpreting terms, to frame the 
rejection. Without repeating the detail from the previous Amendment, Applicant has 
demonstrated why the Friedell et al HUB 14 is not a multimedia central station with the claimed 
connections. The Examiner cannot point to a network based on a HUB that connects to another 
workstation, as claimed. Each HUB 14 in Friedell et al connects to another HUB 14, and not to 
another workstation not in the network. 

Friedell et al, wim reference to col. 8, lines 1047. does not contain such teaching. The 
discussion of bridge circuit 500 combining signals from three sources into a single composite 
video signal so that the displayed video signal has three panels, each displaying a different video 
signal is limited to a ^ -remises network. This discussion does not teach that the combmed 
captured video signals are displayed at a workstation coupled to a multimedia work station that « 
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*. Ar The three inputs to the bridge 500 are at a 
*. that FriedeU e, -I *» » P™"** »""" "* ^ 

claims 1-3 are patentable over FriedeU et al. 

Claim Rejections- 35 U.S.G§ 103 

Q*. 1-3 . — 35 U.S.C. . 10360 - »*■ -P— * * * 

« 473 3«Tt view of 1- * — **» * *° * «*-" ^ 

image of at least three users xnto a mosaic image, 
teaching. This rejection is traversed. 

^ * „ - - °- recognized by the as having significant 

aencien^sl Us .eac^. I* *«- « adnnts - « • «~ 
in ajSasyjshas, ««h »MCU oonueetaWeto — of two odwMCU . »» 
TnZ - *— - *- adoits that * ««. «« combine video io^ tnto 

to Xan/ies for a supplemental disclosure. 

p , ,„., - ■ lT f . ~^v control WW* Ttesys^controliedby. 

far unobviousness: incompatibility and teaching away. 
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Contrary to the Examiner's sutement in the Advisor Action, there are many reasons 

Lance cor^unicatioa lhd«d, now.the claims reeite . ability for communication vta a 

public digital network. 

Again ft. Examiner has not explained how or why one would consmer combtmng 
with ibe « system. Wbat would it loo* Bke and how would it be implemented. The 

senile as JEta. k » courts •» » «««* adjacent moms a. 

most Why would X»™ expand to.mor. complex networks^ as contemplated by W 
Alternatively, why wouM the more complex sytf«n of Ng look to be limited by the simple 
system ofj&nnes, as such modified 

One of ordtoary skill would .tarty conclude from the illustrations of the systems m the 
Figures of the respective references, particular* AW Figures 5, 7 and 9 on one hand, whtcb 
relate to centrally controlled conmnuncations hetwienmoffls and the cover page of Ng on the 
other that they are incompatible and have a completely different foens. Finally, as previously 
explained, even if combined, the systtm does not meet all of the express limitations ontlmed 

above. f 

Nowhere in the combination is there a switching through a multimedia central office , as 

that term would be understood to relate to non-local switching. Nowhere in the comb^on is 

there ^ " fom » tion Mitted ^ ^° *** ^ *"* ** 

network to another and transceived through a multimedia central office. Nowhere in the 
combination is there a teaching or suggestion of an arrangement with the capability to be applied 
to a public digital network, specifically a system where a network having a plurality of 
workstation, may be connected through a multimedia central office to at l^st one other 
workstation with video, audio and data being connected to the central office. 

On the basis of the foregoing, the l*aminer is respectmUy requested to acknowledge the 
deficiencies in the teachings of the two references and to withdraw rejection of claims 1-3 on the 
basis of -Ng and Kannes. 

New Claims 

Applicant has added new dependent claims 17-52 in order to further define the subject 
matter that presently is set form in original claims 1-3. All of these claims depend directly or 
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directly from allowable claim 1, whose tf^ features have been advocate* 
previously. All of these claim are supported by the original disclosute, as evidenced by the 
following chart, provided for the Examiner's convenience. 



Claim 
# 



TTT 



Subject Matter 



18 



19 



Support In Specification 

I Une# 



Page# 



Figure* 



MM mail capabllitie 



mixture of user access protocols 



10 
13 
52 



UTP carries Ethernet protocol 



7 

11 

42 



28 

9 

aU 



20 I mixture of user video compression 
protocols 



'21 -25 plurality of multimedia central offices in 
multiple locations connected by public 
di gital network. 



23-25 I choice from those available is 
automatically made 



9 
10 
14 
40 



42 
43 



19 thru 23 



26 



27 



conference bridge creates mosaic using 
pixel domain methods 



28 



Conference bridge creates mosaic using 
variable-length codeword domain methods 



conference bridge creates mosaic using 
DCT domain methods 



29 other workstations connected by wireless 
links 



19 thru 23 



24 
25 



26 thru 27 



25-30 

27-35 

35 



34-35 
8-10 
17-27 
35 



35 

12-13 



17-19 
7-12.21-26 



6-8,11,12,14 



13,14,24 



15 



26 thru 27 



29 



Start line 24 



Start line 7 



20 and 31 



30 distributed conference bridge 



31 I video closeups 



32, 33 Conference bridge server with assignable 
' input, output, and compositing cells 



24 thru 25 
27 thru 28 
42 



42 
44 



43 thru 47 



Start line 31 
Start line 29 
7-27 



31 

22-24 




15 



15 



24,25,26 



25,26 



25,26 
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In view of the above, reconsideration and allowance of do. application are now believed 
to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue winch the 
Examiner feels may be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 

Applicant hereby petitions for any extension of time which may be required to maintain 
the pendency of this case, and anyrequired fee, exc^t for me Issue Fee, for such extension is to 
be charged to Deposit Account No. 19-4880. 

Respectfully submitted, 



SUGHRUE NOON, PLLC 
2100 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20037-3213 
Telephone: (202)293-7060 
Facsimile: (202)293-7860 

Date: July 14, 2003 



Alan J. Kasper ^ 
Registration No. 25,426 
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APPENDIX 

w PS ,nN wiTHM^^^ TO SHOWf-H ANGKS MADE 
to THK CLAIMS ; 

The claims have been amended as follows: 

Claim 1 (Amended) A system for providing video communication services to one or 
more premises, at least one premise including a plurality of video communications-serv,ces 
users, the system comprising: 

(a) a first premises network; 

(b) aptaaBtyofu^wo^tkmsKi)]^^ 

^ rf ^r^^n^ havine lineludiagOiflsBsrfat least video and 

audio capture and reproduction «pabiHdes, [and/or] video sink and display capabilities laSJaffi 
„ „ fr , n - r *~ — reproduction IUKI Tff" M 

ca pabilities; and 

(c) a multimedia central office [©] being in communication with the first premise 
„ T _ n j. ^ ^ ^ ^ ^lin, to , nnbtic digital network, [( ii)] the mul^central 
office, in use, transceiving audio, video and digital data signals for provide least switching 
functions [1.] originating at or destined for at least one user workstation, [(iii)] to and from the 
m premises network to provide video communications services, [(iv)] 

the multimedia central office further being [1.] coupled to at least one other workstation, 

not associated with the first premises network, and [2.] 

office being configured to combine captured video images, of at 
least three users, into amosaic image for reproduction at a workstation of at least one user. 
New Claims 17-52 have been added. 
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